Chapter 4—Environmental Consequences

4.3 PROPOSED ACTION

Under the Proposed Action, the NMD system would be deployed at some
of the potential alternative element locations listed below. For each NMD
element (GBI, BMC2, IFICS Data Terminal, XBR, and fiber optic cable
line), environmental analysis was performed at each known potential
alternative location. Since specific locations are not currently known for
the IFICS Data Terminal or the fiber optic cable line, they are addressed
programmatically.

4.3.1 GROUND-BASED INTERCEPTOR

The potential GBI deployment alternatives consist of the five potential
deployment sites listed in this section. Each GBI site could also include a
BMC2 within the overall site boundary.

Consistent with Council on Environmental Quality regulations, the scope
of the analysis presented in this EIS for the GBI deployment alternatives
was defined by the range of potential environmental impacts that would
result from implementation of the Proposed Action. Resources that have
a potential for impacts were considered in the analysis to provide the
decisionmakers with sufficient evidence and analysis for evaluation of
potential effects of the action. For this EIS, the environment is discussed
in terms of 15 resource areas. Of the 15 resource areas, 14 resource
areas are discussed below for GBI deployment. Initial analysis indicated
that the potential deployment of the GBI element would not result in
short-or long-term impacts to airspace. The reasons for not addressing
this resource area are briefly discussed in the following paragraph.

Airspace

Under the Proposed Action, there are no requirements for any activities
at any of the GBI deployment alternatives that would potentially affect
airspace. Actual use, or operation, of the GBI element would only occur
in a national emergency or security situation. Airspace is not analyzed
further for the following reasons:

(1) No new special use airspace proposal, or any modification to the
existing special use airspace, would be necessary to
accommodate these activities and because there would be no
reduction in the amount of navigable airspace and thus no
reduction in the amount of controlled and uncontrolled airspace.

(2) No special use airspace in the ROI, nor any modification to
existing special use airspace would be required.

(3) No military training routes would need to be changed or altered.
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(4) No change to an existing or planned instrument flight rules
minimum flight altitude, a published or special instrument
procedure, or an instrument flight rules departure procedure would
be required, and, no change to a visual flight rules operation from
a regular flight course or altitude would be required.

(5) These activities would not restrict access to these or any airfield
or airport available for public use, and would not change any
airfield/airport arrival and departure traffic flows.

(6) No air navigation or communication facility would experience any
interference from these activities. In addition, transportation of
the GBI to the deployment site would require less than 30 aircraft
operations per year using existing transportation routes and
procedures.

NMD Deployment Final EIS 4-87



Chapter 4—Environmental Consequences

4.3.1.1 Air Quality

This section addresses potential environmental impacts caused by
changes to the air quality environment due to the proposed construction
and operation of the GBI element. Impacts considered include potential
effects from ongoing or planned activities at these sites. Potential
impacts were determined using the following criteria:

m  Operations within attainment areas that could cause a
detrimental change in attainment status of the area

m  Operations within non-attainment areas that could impede or
delay attainment of the NAAQS or state AAQS

m Increases in ambient air pollutant concentrations that could
cause exceedances of the NAAQS or state AAQS

m Increases in air pollutant concentrations greater than 1
microgram per cubic meter (averaged over 24 hours) from new
or modified major stationary sources within 10 kilometers
(6 miles) of a Class | area

Air quality impacts could occur during both the construction phase and
the operational phase of the Proposed Action. Emissions associated with
construction activities include fugitive dust from ground disturbance,
combustion byproducts from construction equipment, and emissions from
solvents and architectural coatings. Potential operational air quality
impacts could occur from the operation of new or upgraded heaters,
boilers, and power generators, as well as emergency power supplies,
vehicular emissions, and normal maintenance-related activities.

Construction

Construction of the GBI facility would require ground disturbance over an
area of approximately 243 hectares (600 acres), including a construction
bed-down area, truck bath, and concrete batch plant. The construction
of additional support facilities, upgrades to roads, and the addition of
utility corridors is also included in the 243-hectare (600-acre) disturbance
estimate.

Ground disturbance would generate dust (PM-10) in the immediate
vicinity of the construction. The levels of dust generated would change
through time depending on the level of activity, the weather, and the
condition of the ground itself. It is expected that the majority of grading
would be accomplished during the first 12 months of construction and
that the majority of overall ground disturbance would occur during the
first 2 years. Construction causing lower levels of emissions would be
anticipated to last up to 3 more years for a total of 5 years of
construction with the final year changing from construction to operational
emissions.
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Potential emissions from mobile and stationary construction equipment as
well as asphalt and architectural coating activities are also considered in
the air quality analysis. As stated above, it is assumed the majority of
the heavy equipment activities would be accomplished during the first 2
years.

Potential construction emissions were determined by using the Air Quality
Thresholds of Significance spreadsheets (Sacramento Metropolitan Air
Quality Management District, 1997). This model incorporates emission
factors from various sources including the U.S. EPA. It uses conservative
estimates based on building square footage, acreage disturbed, and
duration of construction, as well as general meteorological and soil
information. For purposes of determining the level of fugitive dust
generated, it was assumed all grading would be accomplished during the
first year. This results in the highest level of dust generation that could
reasonably be expected and, as such, is a conservative analysis. For the
purpose of determining potential exhaust emissions, it was first assumed
that most of the heavy equipment use for construction would be
accomplished during the first 2 years, resulting in a conservative estimate
of the emissions for the first 2 years. Less heavy equipment would be
used for the remaining 3 years of construction, with the fifth year’s
construction emissions pro-rated with operational emissions to reflect the
changeover to anticipated operational status. Site-specific emissions
estimates are presented in the following sections.

The Proposed Action would require construction in addition to the GBI
facility at the proposed locations. This additional construction could
include, but is not necessarily limited to, building or upgrading personnel
support facilities (dining facility, fire station, vehicle maintenance and
storage facility, and administrative facilities); installing new steam, heat,
or power plants; and upgrading or building new roads and utility
corridors. Specific anticipated support construction that would be
required at each proposed location is listed in chapter 2.0. Emissions due
to support construction activities would follow the same emission factors
presented for the construction of the GBI facility and are incorporated in
the estimate of area disturbed for each site.

Operation

Offsite power sources are planned for use at most proposed locations,
with emergency generators supplying backup power. The emergency
backup generators would be operated under appropriate permits and
restrictions. Table 4.3.1.1-1 shows emissions representative of those
anticipated for the proposed backup generators. The current proposal
would require the installation of three 2,000-kilowatt generators, three
3,000-kilowatt generators, and appropriate aboveground fuel storage
tanks. It is assumed the generators would each be operated up to 500
hours per year. Where necessary, the installation of new boilers, heaters,
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or power generators (or upgrades to existing units) could cause air quality
impacts through increased emissions of pollutants. Depending on the
modifications required and air quality in the affected area, installation or
upgrades of these sorts could require New Source Reviews, PSD
analyses, and/or modification or establishment of Title V Air Permits. All
areas under consideration are in attainment areas and as such no General
Conformity Applicability Analysis requirements are anticipated under the
Proposed Action. Potential impacts and requirements are addressed
individually for each site, as applicable.

Table 4.3.1.1-1: Anticipated Emergency Generator Emissions®

Pollutant Potential Annual Emissions®
in Metric Tons Per Year (Tons Per Year)
Carbon Monoxide 25.08 (27.65)
Oxides of Nitrogen 109.50 (120.70)
Oxides of Sulfur® 36.90 (40.68)
PM-10 2.63 (2.90)
Volatile Organic Compounds 3.58 (3.95)
Hazardous Air Pollutants <0.01 (<0.01)

Source: U.S. EPA, 1997—AP-42 Section 3.4.

MAssumes 500 hours of operation per year per generator

@Assumes the installation of three 2,000-kilowatt and three 3,000-kilowatt generators
®Assumes 1 percent sulfur by weight

Increases in mobile emissions could also cause increases in ambient
levels of some pollutants. Pollutants from mobile sources would include
hydrocarbons, carbon monoxide, nitrogen oxides, and particle emissions.
The primary pollutant of concern from mobile sources in Alaska and
North Dakota is carbon monoxide. As such, this is the only pollutant
from mobile sources that is analyzed in this study. Up to 80 percent of
carbon monoxide emissions contributing to exceedances of the NAAQS
in Fairbanks have been attributed to mobile sources (Kassel, 1998—
Personal communication). Cold starts during moderately cold weather,
prolonged idling periods, and low-level temperature inversions all
contribute to pronounced air quality impacts from motor vehicle
emissions in cold climates. For analytical purposes, it was assumed that
all personnel would commute individually an average of 40 kilometers (25
miles) one way to and from work at an average speed of 56 kilometers
per hour (35 miles per hour). These assumptions are conservative and
result in higher emission estimates than would actually be expected.
Using data derived from Mobile 5b supplied by the Alaska Department of
Environmental Conservation, it was determined that under these
conditions each person would cause the emission of up to 430 kilograms
(948 pounds) of carbon monoxide per year (Ryan, 1998—Personal
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communication). Potential emissions due to operations vehicles and
personal vehicles used to commute to and from work are addressed in
further detail for each proposed facility and site.

Normal maintenance activities would result in the emission of relatively
minor levels of pollutants, consisting primarily of particulate and volatile
organic compound emissions. None of the potential sites have high
ambient levels of either of these pollutants. As such, the small amounts
of solvents, cleaners, paints, and grit involved in normal maintenance
activities would not cause a significant impact to air quality. However,
potential emissions from these activities would be accounted for in
applicable operating permits, such as a site’s Title V Air Permit.
Maintenance-related emissions are not addressed further in the air quality
analysis.

43.1.1.1 Alaska Installations
43.1.11.1 Clear AFS—AIr Quality
Construction

Construction of the GBI facility at Clear AFS would disturb approximately
243 hectares (600 acres) and would include the missile field, BMC2,
support facilities, access roads, and utilities. The majority of ground
disturbance activities would last approximately 1 year, and it is
anticipated that construction would take up to 5 years to complete.

The proposed construction would cause temporary localized increases in
air emissions. Table 4.3.1.1-2 presents the estimate of potential
emissions due to the proposed construction and site activation operations
of the GBI and BMC2 at Clear AFS using the assumptions in section
4.3.1.1.

Construction would be conducted in accordance with applicable
regulations and permits. While the construction would cause an increase
in air pollutants, the impact would be both temporary and localized.

Once construction ceased, air quality would return to its former levels. It
is anticipated that the proposed construction would not cause
exceedances of the NAAQS or state AAQS beyond the immediate
construction zone and would not have a long-term impact to air quality in
the area.

Operation

Power for the GBI and BMC2 facilities at Clear AFS would be provided
from offsite commercial sources with emergency generators maintained
onsite for backup power. In addition to the generators themselves,
appropriate aboveground storage tanks would be installed adjacent to
each generator. Table 4.3.1.1-1 shows the anticipated emissions due to
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the maintenance and operation of the generators, assuming 500 hours of
operation per generator per year. These generators would be
incorporated in the Clear AFS Title V Air Permit and would be subject to

the permitted restrictions. It is not anticipated that operation of the
backup generators would require an increase in the emission levels
permitted by the current Title V Air Permit. As such, there would be no
anticipated impact to air quality from their operation.

Table 4.3.1.1-2: Comparison of Current and Projected Annual Emissions Due to
Construction of the GBI and BMC2 at Clear AFS

Current Construction-related Emissions® Operations
Base-wide Phase-in®
Emissions®
Year 1 Year 2 Years 3-4 Year 5
Pollutant Metric Tons Metric Tons  Metric Tons Metric Tons  Metric Tons
(Tons) (Tons) (Tons) (Tons) (Tons)
Carbon Monoxide 178 (196) 55 (61) 55 (61) 37 (41) 20 (22)
Oxides of Nitrogen 487 (537) 114 (126) 114 (126) 76 (84) 70 (77)
Oxides of Sulfur 239 (263) 7 (8) 7 (8) 5 (5) 19 (21)
PM-10 57 (63) 968 15 (17) 11 (12) 7(8)
(1,066)“
Volatile Organics 4 (5) 24 (27) 24 (27) 17 (19) 5 (6)
Hazardous Air Pollutants 49 (54) - -- - <1 (<l

@ Current base-wide emissions reflect totals from section 3 and do not include mobile emissions.

@ Source: derived from Sacramento Metropolitan Air Quality Management District, 1997 — Air Quality Thresholds of

Significance.

Construction emission estimates include construction of the BMC2 facility and incorporate a building footprint of
30,200 square meters (325,000 square feet). Construction emissions generally generated from mobile sources and

are considered temporary.

& Assumes there will be a period of operational run-up with a construction reduction commensurate with anticipated
manpower levels. Operational emissions equivalent to 6-months anticipated operational emissions were used in this

estimate.

“PM-10 estimates for the first year of construction include both fugitive dust and combustion emissions.

Table 4.3.1.1-3 compares the current emissions at Clear AFS and the
emissions that would potentially occur from proposed operation. Clear
AFS is currently a major source of air pollutants and Hazardous Air
Pollutants. Operations on Clear AFS are subject to the restrictions of the
station’s Title V Air Permit. Activities from the Proposed Action would
be incorporated into the Title V Air Permit, and would constitute a

significant modification as defined by the Clean Air Act. It is anticipated
that a PSD review would be necessary for the installation of the proposed
backup generators at Clear AFS. If additional facilities are determined to
be required for the Proposed Action (such as a dedicated power station
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or steam plant), additional analysis may be required. If a major stationary
source were to be installed, its use would also be subject to PSD review
and could require the re-negotiation of the Title V Air Permit. Both the
PSD review and the new Title V Air Permit could take an extended period
of time (a year or more each) and could require additional public
notification before their implementation.

Table 4.3.1.1-3: Comparison of Current and Projected Annual Emissions
Due to the Operation of the GBI and BMC2 at Clear AFS

Annual Emissions in Metric Tons (Tons)

Pollutant Current Base-wide Operational Projected Base-wide
Emissions® Emissions® Emissions
Carbon Monoxide 178 (196) 25 (28) 203 (224)
Oxides of Nitrogen 487 (537) 110 (121) 597 (658)
Oxides of Sulfur 239 (263) 37 (41) 276 (304)
PM-10 57 (63) 3(3) 60 (66)
Volatile Organics 4 (5) 4 (4) 8 (9)
Hazardous Air Pollutants 49 (54) <1 (<1) 50 (55)

@ Current base-wide emissions reflect totals from section 3.

@ GBI/BMC?2 operation emissions are based on emergency generator usage. No other emissions sources have
been identified.

Clear AFS is also within relatively close proximity of the Denali National
Park, which is a Class | area. However, it is not within 10 kilometers
(6 miles) and would not be required to perform a PSD review based on
proximity to a Class | area. Operation of the emergency generators
would not be anticipated to cause decreased visibility or increased
pollution concentrations within the Park’s area and would not be
anticipated to have an impact on Denali National Park.

Approximately 285 personnel would be required for operation of the GBI
and BMC2 facilities and attendant infrastructure, resulting in a net
increase in mobile emissions in the area. The extent of this increase
would depend on the amount of increase in local traffic. Assuming all
personnel are new, and following the assumptions outlined in section
4.3.1.1, mobile emissions from personnel would generate up to 122
metric tons (135 tons) of carbon monoxide annually. To maintain a
consistent comparison of emissions, these mobile emissions are not
included in table 4.3.1.1-3 because the current base operations emissions
do not include similar traffic estimates. However, there are allowances
for the anticipated traffic increases in the area’s transportation budget for
air quality emissions from vehicles. As such, increases in local traffic are
not expected to result in air quality impacts.
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Construction and operation of the GBI and BMC2 facilities at Clear AFS
would not be anticipated to cause exceedances of the NAAQS or state
AAQS and as such would not be expected to cause any change in the

area’s attainment status.

Cumulative Impacts

The phased-array radar upgrade at Clear AFS is currently underway and is
scheduled for completion in summer 2000. Therefore, construction
activities would be complete before potential NMD deployment and
would not result in cumulative construction-related impacts. As
discussed above, operation of the NMD activities in combination with
ongoing activities at Clear AFS and in the region would not result in
cumulative air quality impacts. In addition, as noted above, construction
and operation of the BMC2 element for NMD combined with the GBI
would not result in long-term cumulative air quality impacts.

Mitigation Measures

The implementation of standard dust suppression techniques and a
vehicle maintenance program would minimize fugitive dust emissions and
vehicle exhaust emissions and would help to maintain the area’s high air
quality.

4.3.1.1.1.2 Fort Greely—Air Quality
Construction

If Fort Greely were selected as the site of the GBI facility, the GBI facility
would be south of the main base cantonment. It is estimated that as
much as 243 hectares (600 acres) would be disturbed in constructing the
GBI and BMC2 facilities, including upgrading roadways and the
installation of backup generators and appropriate fuel storage tanks.
Other existing infrastructure is sufficient to meet the requirements of the
Proposed Action with only minor modifications.

The proposed construction would cause temporary localized increases in
air emissions. Table 4.3.1.1-4 presents the estimate of potential
emissions at Fort Greely as a result of construction and operational site
activation for both the GBI and BMC2 using the assumptions in section
4.3.1.1.

Construction would be conducted in accordance with applicable regulations
and permits. Although the construction would cause an increase in air
pollutants, the impact would be both temporary and localized. Once
construction ceased, air quality would return to its former levels. Itis
anticipated that the proposed construction would not cause exceedances
of the NAAQS or state AAQS beyond the immediate construction zone
and would not have a long-term impact to air quality in the area.

4-94 NMD Deployment Final EIS



Chapter 4—Environmental Consequences

Table 4.3.1.1-4: Comparison of Current and Projected Annual Emissions Due to
Construction of the GBI and BMC2 at Fort Greely

Current Construction-related Emissions® Operations
Base-wide Phase-in®
Emissions®
Year 1 Year 2 Years 3-4 Year 5
Pollutant Metric Tons Metric Tons Metric Tons  Metric Tons  Metric Tons
(Tons) (Tons) (Tons) (Tons) (Tons)
Carbon Monoxide 3,327 (3,668) 55 (61) 55 (61) 37 (41) 20 (22)
Oxides of Nitrogen 124 (136) 114 (126) 114 (126) 76 (84) 70 (77)
Oxides of Sulfur 13 (14) 7 (8) 7 (8) 5 (5) 19 (21)
PM-10 320 (353) 968 (1,067)@ 15 (17) 11 (12) 7(8)
Volatile Organics 37 (41) 24 (27) 24 (27) 17 (19) 5 (6)
Hazardous Air Pollutants <1 (<1) - - -- <1 (<1)

@ Current base-wide emissions reflect totals from section 3 and do not include mobile emissions.

@Source: derived from Sacramento Metropolitan Air Quality Management District, 1997 — Air Quality Thresholds of
Significance.

Construction emission estimates include construction of the BMC2 facility and incorporate a building footprint of 30,200
square meters (325,000 square feet). Construction emissions generally generated from mobile sources and are
considered temporary.

®Assumes there will be a period of operational run-up with a construction reduction commensurate with anticipated
manpower levels. Operational emissions equivalent to 6-months anticipated operational emissions were used in this
estimate.

“PM-10 estimates for the first year of construction include both fugitive dust and combustion emissions.

Operation

Power for the GBI and BMC2 facilities at Fort Greely would be provided
from offsite commercial sources with emergency generators maintained
onsite for backup power. In addition to the generators themselves,
appropriate aboveground storage tanks would be installed. Table 4.3.1.1-1
shows the anticipated emissions due to operation of the proposed
generators, assuming 500 hours of operation per generator per year.

Table 4.3.1.1-5 compares the current emissions at Fort Greely and the
emissions that would potentially occur from proposed site operation.
Fort Greely is currently a major source of air pollutants, but not a major
source of Hazardous Air Pollutants. Operations on Fort Greely are
subject to the restrictions of the station’s Title V Air Permit. Activities
from the Proposed Action would be incorporated into the Title V Air
Permit, and would constitute a significant modification as defined by the
Clean Air Act. The majority of the infrastructure required for the
Proposed Action is currently operational at Fort Greely. It is anticipated
that the installation of the backup generators and required modifications
would require a PSD review. If it is determined that additional facilities
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are needed for the Proposed Action (such as a dedicated power station or
steam plant), additional analysis may be required. If a new major
stationary source were to be installed, its use would also be subject to
PSD review and could require the re-negotiation of the Title V Air Permit.
Both the PSD review and the new Title V Air Permit could take an
extended period of time (a year or more for each) and could require
additional public notification before their implementation. No air quality
impacts would be anticipated due to the normal operational emissions of
the GBI and BMC2 facilities. It is anticipated that a PSD review would be
required for the installation and operation of the GBI and BMC2 facilities
at Fort Greely.

Table 4.3.1.1-5: Comparison of Current and Projected Annual Emissions
Due to the Operation of the GBI and BMC2 at Fort Greely

Annual Emissions in Metric Tons (Tons)

Pollutant Current Base-wide Operational Projected Base-wide

Emissions® Emissions® Emissions
Carbon Monoxide 3,327 (3,668) 25 (28) 3,352 (3,696)
Oxides of Nitrogen 124 (136) 110 (121) 234 (257)
Oxides of Sulfur 13 (14) 37 (41) 50 (55)
PM-10 320 (353) 3(3) 323 (356)
Volatile Organics 37 (41) 4 (4) 41 (45)
Hazardous Air <1 (<1) <1 (<1) <1 (<1)
Pollutants

@ Current base-wide emissions reflect totals from section 3.

@ GBI/BMC?2 operation emissions are based on emergency generator usage. No other emissions
sources have been identified.

Fort Greely is not within 10 kilometers (6 miles) of a Class | area, and the
proposed construction and operation would not be required to perform a
PSD review based on proximity to any Class | area. Construction and
operation of the GBI at Fort Greely is not anticipated to have an impact
on any Class | area.

Approximately 390 additional personnel would be required for operation of
the GBI and BMC2 facilities and attendant infrastructure, resulting in a net
increase in mobile emissions in the area. The extent of this increase would
depend on the amount of increase in local traffic. Assuming all personnel
are new, and following the assumptions outlined in section 4.3.1.1, mobile
emissions from personnel would generate approximately 168 metric tons
(185 tons) of carbon monoxide annually. In order to maintain a consistent
comparison, these emissions are not included in the proposed NMD
operations because the current base emission inventory operation
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emissions do not include traffic emissions. However, there are allowances
for anticipated traffic increases in the area’s transportation budget. As
such, project-related traffic is not expected to impact air quality.

Construction and operation of the GBI and BMC2 facilities at Fort Greely
would not be anticipated to cause exceedances of the NAAQS or state
AAQS and as such would not be expected to cause any change in the
area’s attainment status.

Cumulative Impacts

One program has been identified that could have a cumulative impact
with the Proposed Action. This program is the construction of new
power lines from the Richardson Highway to the Alascom Microwave
site. The installation of the power lines would have relatively little impact
on air quality and is not a potential source of cumulative impacts. In
addition, as noted above, construction and operation of the BMC2
element for NMD combined with the GBI would not result in long-term
cumulative air quality impacts.

Mitigation Measures

The implementation of standard dust suppression techniques and a
vehicle maintenance program would minimize fugitive dust emissions and
vehicle exhaust emissions and would help to maintain the area’s current
high air quality.

4.3.1.1.1.3 Yukon Training Area (Fort Wainwright)/Eielson AFB—AIr
Quality

Construction

The proposal to locate the GBI facility within the Yukon Training Area
includes the use of Eielson AFB for support services. It would require the
widening and paving of access roads to the site, the establishment of
new utility corridors, installation of a series of backup generators and fuel
storage facilities, and a wastewater treatment facility. Some buildings on
Eielson AFB would require minor modification. The BMC2 facility would
be collocated with the GBI facility under this option. In all, approximately
243 hectares (600 acres) of ground would be disturbed during
construction of the GBI, BMC2, and support facilities.

The proposed construction would cause temporary localized increases in
air emissions. Table 4.3.1.1-6 presents the estimate of potential
emissions at Eielson AFB and the Yukon Training Area from construction
and operational site activation for both the GBI and BMC2 using the
assumptions in section 4.3.1.1.
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Table 4.3.1.1-6: Comparison of Current and Projected Annual Emissions Due to
Construction of the GBI and BMC2 at Yukon Training Area/Eielson AFB

Current Construction-related Emissions® Operations
Base-wide Phase-in®
Emissions®
Year 1 Year 2 Years 3-4 Year 5
Pollutant Metric Tons Metric Tons Metric Tons  Metric Tons  Metric Tons
(Tons) (Tons) (Tons) (Tons) (Tons)
Carbon Monoxide -- 55 (61) 55 (61) 37 (41) 20 (22)
Oxides of Nitrogen -- 114 (126) 114 (126) 76 (84) 70 (77)
Oxides of Sulfur -- 7 (8) 7 (8) 5 (5) 19 (21)
PM-10 -- 967 (1,066)“ 15 (17) 11 (12) 7(8)
Volatile Organics - 24 (27) 24 (27) 17 (19) 5 (6)
Hazardous Air Pollutants - -- -- - <1 (<l

@ The Yukon Training Area has no permanent stationary emissions sources. As noted in section 3, it is purposely
maintained in an undeveloped state to facilitate military training and exercises. Emissions in the area are limited to mobile
source emissions from military vehicles and mobile generators. No emissions inventory has been identified.

@Source: derived from Sacramento Metropolitan Air Quality Management District, 1997 — Air Quality Thresholds of
Significance.

Construction emission estimates include construction of the BMC2 facility and incorporate a building footprint of 30,200
square meters (325,000 square feet). Construction emissions generally generated from mobile sources and are considered
temporary.

©®Assumes there will be a period of operational run-up with a construction reduction commensurate with anticipated
manpower levels.

Operational emissions equivalent to 6-months anticipated operational emissions were used in this estimate.
“@PM-10 estimates for the first year of construction include both fugitive dust and combustion emissions.

Construction would be conducted in accordance with applicable regulations
and permits. Although the construction would cause an increase in air
pollutants, the impact would be both temporary and localized. Once
construction ceased, air quality would return to its former levels. It is
anticipated that the proposed construction would not cause exceedances
of the NAAQS or state AAQS beyond the immediate construction zone and
would not have a long-term impact to air quality in the area.

Operation

Power for the GBI facility and BMC2 would be provided by an offsite
source. A series of backup generators would be maintained in the event
of a power outage and would require appropriate operating permits.

Table 4.3.1.1-1 shows the anticipated emissions due to operation of the
proposed generators, assuming 500 hours of operation per generator per
year.

Eielson AFB is a major source of air pollutants and a major source of
Hazardous Air Pollutants and maintains a Title VV Air Permit limiting the
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emission of pollutants. Under normal operations, both the BMC2 and the
GBI facility would generate minimal emissions, the majority of which
would come from the operation of the backup generators. The proposed
location of the GBI and BMC2 facilities is geographically detached from
Eielson AFB. In addition, Eielson AFB does not maintain administrative
control over the Yukon Training Area. Therefore, the operation of the
backup generators would not be incorporated into the base Title V Air
Permit. Appropriate permits would be required for the backup generators
and facilities. Because the size and anticipated operation of the
generators, they may require a Title V Air Permit. This permit could take
a year or more to obtain. It is also anticipated that a formal PSD review
could be required before the installation of the generators within the
Yukon Training Area. The PSD review process would be expected to
require a year or more to complete.

If additional emissions sources (such as a dedicated power station or
steam plant) were determined to be required, additional analysis would be
required. If a new major stationary source were to be installed it would
be subject to PSD review and would require the establishment of a Title
V Air Permit. Both of these tasks would require an extended amount of
time (a year or more for each) and would require additional public
notification and consultation before their implementation. Table
4.3.1.1-7 summarizes the potential emissions due to operation of the
BMC2 and GBI facilities within the Yukon Training Area.

Table 4.3.1.1-7: Comparison of Current and Projected Annual Emissions Due
to the Operation of the GBI and BMC2 at the Yukon Training Area/Eielson AFB

Annual Emissions in Metric Tons (Tons)

Pollutant Current Area-wide Operational Projected Area-
Emissions Emissions wide Emissions
Carbon Monoxide - 25 (28) 25 (28)
Oxides of Nitrogen - 110 (121) 110 (121)
Oxides of Sulfur - 37 (41) 37 (41)
PM-10 . 3(3) 3(3)
Volatile Organics -- 4 (4) 4 (4)
Hazardous Air Pollutants -- <1 (<l) <1 (<l)

@ Current area-wide emissions reflect the fact that, as noted in section 3, Yukon Training Area is an
undeveloped area with no permanent emissions sources. Emissions in the area are limited to intermittent
mobile sources due to military maneuvers in the area. No comprehensive inventory has been identified.

@ GBI/BMC2 operation emissions are based on emergency generator usage. No other emissions sources
have been identified.
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No air quality impacts would be anticipated due to the normal operational
emissions of the proposed GBI and BMC2 facilities. It is anticipated that
a PSD review could be required prior to the installation and operation of
the GBI and BMC2 facilities within the Yukon Training Area.

Neither Eielson AFB nor the Yukon Training Area is within 10 kilometers
(6 miles) of a Class | area, and no PSD review would be required based
on proximity to a Class | area. The proposed construction and operation
would not be expected to impact any Class | area.

Approximately 285 additional personnel would be required for operation
of the GBI and BMC2 facilities and attendant infrastructure, resulting in a
net increase in mobile emissions in the area. The extent of this increase
would depend on the amount of increase in local traffic. Assuming all
personnel are new, and following the assumptions outlined in section
4.3.1.1, mobile emissions from personnel would generate up to 122
metric tons (135 tons) of carbon monoxide annually. To maintain a
consistent comparison, these emissions are not included in the proposed
NMD operations because the current base emissions inventory operation
emissions do not include traffic emissions. However, there are
allowances for anticipated traffic increases in the area’s transportation
budget. As such, project-related traffic is not expected to impact air
quality.

Neither Eielson AFB nor the proposed GBI facility location is within the
boundaries of the Fairbanks/North Pole non-attainment area; thus, a
Conformity Applicability Analysis is not required. The majority of the
NAAQS and state AAQS exceedances occur in downtown Fairbanks in
areas of high traffic density (Kassel, 1998—Personal communication). It
is unlikely that the majority of personnel who live off-base would be living
or commuting through the areas most often affected by exceedances and
would not be expected to contribute substantially to any future
exceedances.

In addition, Alaska maintains a strict inspection and certification program
to minimize mobile emissions that have been identified as a primary
contributor to exceedances of the NAAQS in Fairbanks and North Pole.
Vehicles that will be used in the Fairbanks North Star Borough will be
subject to the requirements of this program. It is anticipated that
adherence to this program would result in project-related mobile
emissions having negligible impact on the Fairbanks/North Pole non-
attainment status. (Kassel, 1998—Personal communication)

Construction and operation of the GBI and BMC2 facilities at the Yukon
Training Area/Eielson AFB would not be anticipated to cause or contribute
to exceedances of the NAAQS or state AAQS and as such would not be
expected to cause any change in the area’s attainment status.
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Cumulative Impacts

The primary activities in the Yukon Training Area and at Eielson AFB
would not have cumulative impacts with construction or operation of the
GBI and BMC2 facilities. Two construction efforts have been identified
at the Yukon Training Area that could have potential for cumulative air
quality impacts within the Yukon Training Area. The first is continued
infrastructure upgrades throughout the Yukon Training Area, including
minor road upgrades and utility upgrades. These upgrades would result
in minor levels of intermittent fugitive dust and exhaust emissions. Due
to the sporadic nature of the emissions, the low levels of equipment
exhaust, and the general localized nature of the emissions, it is unlikely
that these upgrades would have a measurable cumulative impact on air
quality. The second construction project identified is the establishment
of a new urban training site. The specific location of the new urban
training site has not yet been determined. However, it is anticipated that
it will be physically removed from the proposed GBI and BMC2 sites. As
such, the potential for any cumulative impact is small. Emissions of
ozone precursors from these construction projects would be cumulative
in nature due to the time-delayed nature of these pollutants. However,
the lack of industry in the area combined with the current low ambient
levels of ozone indicate that any cumulative impact would be slight and
would not be likely to cause an exceedance of the NAAQS or state
AAQS or a change in the area’s attainment status. It is anticipated that
operation of the GBI site in combination with operation of the BMC2
would not result in cumulative air quality impacts.

Mitigation Measures

Standard dust suppression techniques would be implemented to minimize
fugitive dust levels. Adherence to an appropriate vehicle maintenance
program would reduce exhaust emissions and would also reduce
associated cumulative impacts. In addition, it is recommended that head
bolt electrical outlets be installed in parking areas at the proposed site.
The use of head bolt outlets allows vehicles to use engine preheating
accessories to reduce cold starts, which have been linked to increases in
both carbon monoxide and unburned fuel emissions.

43.1.1.2 North Dakota Installations
4.3.1.1.2.1 Grand Forks—Air Quality
Construction

The proposed installation of the GBI and BMC2 facilities at Grand Forks
AFB would not require the installation of support services or upgrades to
existing services. Ground disturbance would be limited to a maximum of
approximately 162 hectares (400 acres).
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The proposed construction would cause temporary localized increases in
air emissions. Table 4.3.1.1-8 presents the estimate of potential
emissions at Grand Forks AFB from construction and operational site
activation for both the GBI and BMC2 using the assumptions in section
4.3.1.1.

Table 4.3.1.1-8: Comparison of Current and Projected Annual Emissions Due to
Construction of the GBI and BMC2 at Grand Fork AFB

Current Construction-related Emissions® Operations
Base-wide Phase-in®
Emissions® Year 1 Year 2 Years 3-4 Year 5
Pollutant Metric Tons  Metric Tons  Metric Tons  Metric Tons  Metric Tons
(Tons) (Tons) (Tons) (Tons) (Tons)
Carbon Monoxide 11 (13) 41 (45) 41 (45) 27 (30) 18 (20)
Oxides of Nitrogen 132 (145) 81 (89) 81 (89) 54 (59) 66 (72)
Oxides of Sulfur 4 (5) 5 (5) 5 (5) 3(3) 19 (21)
PM-10 2(2) 885 (976) 11 (12) 7 (8) 3(3)
Volatile Organics 10 (11) 18 (20) 18 (20) 13 (14) 5 (5)
Hazardous Air 1(1) - - - <1 (<1)

Pollutants

@ Current base-wide emissions reflect totals from section 3 and do not include mobile emissions.

@ Source: derived from Sacramento Metropolitan Air Quality Management District, 1997 — Air Quality
Thresholds of Significance.

Construction emission estimates include construction of the BMC2 facility and incorporate a building footprint of
23,200 square meters (250,000 square feet). Construction emissions generally generated from mobile sources
and are considered temporary.

& Assumes there will be a period of operational run-up with a construction reduction commensurate with
anticipated manpower levels. Operational emissions equivalent to 6-months anticipated operational emissions
were used in this estimate.

®PM-10 estimates for the first year of construction include both fugitive dust and combustion emissions.

Construction would be conducted in accordance with applicable
regulations and permits. While the construction would cause an increase
in air pollutants, the impact would be both temporary and localized.
Once construction ceased, air quality would return to its former levels. It
is anticipated that the proposed construction would not cause
exceedances of the NAAQS or state AAQS beyond the immediate
construction zone and would not have a long-term impact to air quality in
the area.

Operation

Power for the GBI and BMC2 facilities at Grand Forks AFB would be
provided from offsite commercial sources with emergency generators
maintained onsite for backup power. In addition to the generators
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themselves, appropriate aboveground storage tanks would be installed.
Table 4.3.1.1-1 shows the anticipated emissions due to operation of the
proposed generators, assuming 500 hours of operation per generator per
year.

Table 4.3.1.1-9 compares the current emissions at Grand Forks AFB and
the emissions that would potentially occur from NMD operation. Grand
Forks is currently a major source of air pollutants, but not a major source
of Hazardous Air Pollutants. Operations on Grand Forks AFB are subject
to the restrictions of the base Title V Air Permit. Activities from the
Proposed Action would be incorporated into the Title V Air Permit, and
would constitute a significant modification as defined by the Clean Air
Act. As such, a PSD review may be required, though update to the Title
V Air Permit may be sufficient. The support services required for the
Proposed Action are currently operational at Grand Forks AFB. No air
quality impacts would be anticipated due to the normal operational
emissions of the GBI and BMC2 facilities.

Table 4.3.1.1-9: Comparison of Current and Projected Annual Emissions Due
to the Operation of the GBI and BMC2 at Grand Forks AFB

Annual Emissions in Metric Tons (Tons)

Pollutant Current Base-wide Operational Projected Base-wide
Emissions Emissions Emissions
Carbon Monoxide 11 (13) 25 (28) 36 (41)
Oxides of Nitrogen 132 (145) 110 (121) 242 (266)
Oxides of Sulfur 4 (5) 37 (41) 41 (46)
PM-10 2(2) 3(3) 5 (5)
Volatile Organics 10 (11) 4 (4) 14 (15)
Hazardous Air Pollutants 1) <1 (<l) 1(1)

@ Current base-wide emissions reflect totals from section 3.

@ GBI/BMC2 operation emissions are based on emergency generator usage. No other emissions sources
have been identified.

Approximately 285 additional personnel would be required for operation
of the GBI and BMC2 facilities and attendant infrastructure. This would
result in a net increase in mobile emissions in the area. The extent of
this increase would depend on the amount of increase in local traffic.
Assuming all personnel are new, and following the assumptions outlined
in section 4.3.1.1, mobile emissions from personnel would generate up to
122 metric tons (135 tons) of carbon monoxide annually. To maintain a
consistent comparison of emissions, these mobile emissions are not
included because the current base operations emissions do not include
similar traffic estimates. However, there are allowances for the
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anticipated traffic increases in the area’s transportation budget. As such,
increases in local traffic are not expected to result in air quality impacts.

Construction and operation of the GBI and BMC2 facilities at Grand Forks
AFB would not be anticipated to cause exceedances of the NAAQS or
state AAQS and as such would not be expected to cause any change in
the area’s attainment status.

Cumulative Impacts

Several ongoing or planned projects in the city of Grand Forks and at
Grand Forks AFB could have a cumulative impact with the Proposed
Action. These include ongoing Devils Lake restoration and Grand Forks
City restoration projects, and planned construction of a new commissary,
a new squadron operations facility, additional flightline parking, and
modification of the on-post gymnasium. It is likely that the projects
would have sufficient physical separation that fugitive dust emissions
would not have a cumulative effect, especially with the implementation
of dust suppression techniques. It is likely that emissions of ozone
precursors would have a negligible cumulative impact. Construction
emissions are intermittent, depending on the current activity level and
types of construction action taking place at each source location. The
predominant weather patterns tend to disperse pollutants vertically as
well as horizontally. As such, any impact due to cumulative actions
would be expected to be minor and transitory. In addition, it is not
anticipated that operation of the GBI site along with the BMC2 would
result in long-term cumulative air quality impacts.

Mitigation Measures

Standard construction techniques would be implemented to minimize
fugitive dust emissions and exhaust emissions. These methods could
include periodic watering of disturbed ground and proper maintenance of
construction equipment.

4.3.1.1.2.2 Missile Site Radar—Air Quality
Construction

The proposed installation of the GBI and BMC2 facilities at the Missile Site
Radar would cause the disturbance of up to approximately 170 hectares
(420 acres). It would include the installation of the GBI facility on the
eastern half of the site and the BMC2 on the western portion. Additional
construction could include, but would not necessarily be limited to, new
or improved roadways, the installation of backup generators and fuel
tanks, a steam plant, a fire station, and a vehicle fueling facility.
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The proposed construction would cause temporary localized increases in
air emissions. Table 4.3.1.1-10 presents the estimate of potential
emissions at the Missile Site Radar from construction and operational site
activation for both the GBI and BMC2 using the assumptions in section
4.3.1.1.

Table 4.3.1.1-10: Comparison of Current and Projected Annual Emissions Due
to Construction of the GBI and BMC2 at Missile Site Radar

Current Construction-related Emissions® Operations
Base-wide Phase-in®
Emissions®
18! Year 1 Year 2 Years 3-4 Year 5
Pollutant Metric Tons  Metric Tons Metric Tons Metric Tons  Metric Tons
(Tons) (Tons) (Tons) (Tons) (Tons)
Carbon Monoxide -- 60 (66) 60 (66) 40 (44) 20 (23)
Oxides of Nitrogen - 103 (113) 103 (113) 68 (75) 69 (76)
Oxides of Sulfur - 5 (6) 5 (6) 4 (4) 19 (21)
PM-10 - 932 13 (14) 8 (9) 3(3)
(1,027)@
Volatile Organics -- 24 (26) 24 (26) 16 (18) 5 (6)
Hazardous Air Pollutants -- - -- - <1 (<l

@ Current base-wide emissions reflect totals from section 3 and do not include mobile emissions.
Missile Site Radar is currently in caretaker status and as such has no appreciable air pollution
emissions.

@ Source: derived from Sacramento Metropolitan Air Quality Management District, 1997 — Air Quality
Thresholds of Significance.

Construction emission estimates include construction of the BMC2 facility and incorporate a building
footprint of 37,200 square meters (400,000 square feet). Construction emissions generally generated
from mobile sources and are considered temporary.

® Assumes there will be a period of operational run-up with a construction reduction commensurate
with anticipated manpower levels. Operational emissions equivalent to 6-months anticipated
operational emissions were used in this estimate.

® PM-10 estimates for the first year of construction include both fugitive dust and combustion
emissions.

Construction would be conducted in accordance with applicable
regulations and permits. While the construction would cause an increase
in air pollutants, the impact would be both temporary and localized. Once
construction ceased, air quality would return to its former levels. Itis
anticipated that the proposed construction would not cause exceedances
of the NAAQS or state AAQS beyond the immediate construction zone
and would not have a long-term impact to air quality in the area.
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Operation

Power for the GBI and BMC2 facilities at the Missile Site Radar would be
provided from offsite commercial sources with emergency generators
maintained onsite for backup power. In addition to the generators
themselves, appropriate aboveground storage tanks would be installed.
Table 4.3.1.1-1 shows the anticipated emissions due to operation of the
proposed generators, assuming 500 hours of operation per generator per
year.

Table 4.3.1.1-11 compares the current emissions at the Missile Site
Radar and the emissions that would potentially occur from the Proposed
Action. The Missile Site Radar is currently in caretaker status and has
only negligible emissions associated with groundskeeping, security
activities, and minimal maintenance required to maintain the unused
facilities. It is anticipated that operation of the GBI and BMC2 would
constitute a major stationary source and would require a Title V Air
Permit. As such, the site could be subject to PSD review. The backup
generators and other emissions-related activities would be subject to
permitted constraints and would not be anticipated to cause exceedances
of the NAAQS or state AAQS and would not be expected to cause or
contribute to a detrimental change in the area’s attainment status.

Table 4.3.1.1-11: Comparison of Current and Projected Annual
Emissions Due to the Operation of the GBI and BMC2
at Missile Site Radar

Annual Emissions in Metric Tons (Tons)

Pollutant Current Base-wide Operational Projected Base-

Emissions Emissions wide Emissions
Carbon Monoxide -- 25 (28) 25 (28)
Oxides of Nitrogen -- 110 (121) 110 (121)
Oxides of Sulfur -- 37 (41) 37 (41)
PM-10 - 3(3) 3(3)
Volatile Organics -- 4 (4) 4 (4)
Hazardous Air - <1 (<l) <1 (<1
Pollutants

MCurrent base-wide emissions reflect totals from section 3. As noted in section 3, Missile Site Radar
is in caretaker status and has no appreciable emissions.

@)GBI/BMC2 operation emissions are based on emergency generator usage. No other emissions
sources have been identified.

Both the Title V Air Permit and PSD review would take an extended
period of time to complete (a year or more for each) and may require
additional public notification before implementation. If the site is required
to establish a Title V Air Permit, the Proposed Action would be
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incorporated in the permit, which would then limit activities as applicable.
Even if the site is required to obtain a Title V Air Permit, it is not
anticipated that the Proposed Action would cause exceedances of the
NAAQS or state AAQS and would not cause or contribute to a
detrimental change in the area’s attainment status.

Approximately 390 additional personnel would be required for operation
of the GBI and BMC2 facilities and attendant infrastructure, resulting in a
net increase in mobile emissions in the area. The extent of this increase
would depend on the amount of increase in local traffic. Assuming all
personnel are new, and following the assumptions outlined in section
4.3.1.1, mobile emissions from personnel would generate approximately
168 metric tons (185 tons) of carbon monoxide annually. In order to
present a consistent comparison, these mobile emissions are not included
in the proposed NMD operations emissions. However, allowances for
anticipated traffic increases are incorporated into the area’s
transportation budget. This allowance, the prevailing weather patterns,
the low population density, and the lack of industry in the area would all
tend to indicate that there would be no air quality impact from this level
of increased vehicle use in the area.

Construction and operation of the GBI and BMC2 facilities at the Missile
Site Radar would not be anticipated to cause exceedances of the NAAQS
or state AAQS and as such would not be expected to cause any change
in the area’s attainment status.

Cumulative Impacts

The Missile Site Radar is currently in caretaker status. No local projects
including the BMC2 that could be deployed at this site have been
identified that would contribute to a cumulative impact on air quality.
However, it is possible that an XBR could be established at one of the
neighboring Remote Sprint Launch Sites, approximately 12 to 26
kilometers (7.5 to 16 miles) from the Missile Site Radar.

Operational requirements for the XBR include the potential installation of
a 7,500-kilowatt power generation facility. Potential impacts because of
the operation of this power plant are addressed in section 4.3.4.1.2.3. It
is possible that deployment of the GBI and XBR elements could have a
cumulative operations-related impact due to their relatively close
proximity.

Emissions from each of the sites (the Missile Site Radar and the Remote
Sprint Launch Sites) would be limited by their respective Air Quality
Permits. The emissions limits imposed by these permits take emissions
from other locations into account. As such, it is not anticipated that the
cumulative impacts from the operation of both sites would cause

NMD Deployment Final EIS 4-107



Chapter 4—Environmental Consequences

exceedances of the NAAQS or state AAQS, and would not cause a
change in the area’s attainment status.

The Missile Site Radar is currently inactive. The only other project that
could represent the potential for cumulative construction-related impacts
would be the potential dismantlement and destruction of some facilities
at this site. This activity would need to be mostly completed before the
start of the main NMD construction activities. It is possible that there
could be some overlap of construction operations. It is anticipated that
this overlap, if it were to occur, would take the form of initial NMD-
related construction conducted during the same time frame as the final
cleanup operations from any demolition or dismantlement operations (i.e.,
removal of rubble and debris and replanting of the site, if required). If the
construction operations were in relatively close proximity to each other,
simultaneous operations could cause a cumulative impact to air quality.
Cumulative impacts could occur due to both increased fugitive dust (PM-
10) emissions and increased exhaust emissions. Specific impacts would
depend on emission rates, which would vary depending on the levels and
types of ongoing activities at the individual construction sites, and on
meteorological conditions, which generally favor rapid dispersion of
pollutants in North Dakota. Due to the localized and temporary nature of
the construction emissions, it is unlikely that the simultaneous
construction projects would cause exceedances of the NAAQS or state
AAQS beyond the immediate construction areas and would not be
expected to affect the region’s attainment status. No other activities
occur at the site or are planned at the site that could represent a
cumulative impact with NMD deployment. No regional activities occur or
are planned that would result in either short- or long-term cumulative air
quality impacts.

Mitigation Measures

Standard construction dust suppression techniques would be utilized to
minimize fugitive dust emissions. These may include, but are not limited
to, periodic watering of disturbed soil and application of soil stabilizers to
disturbed areas that are not being actively worked. Adherence to an
appropriate maintenance plan to assure vehicle readiness and reliability
would also minimize exhaust emissions.
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4.3.1.2 Biological Resources

Numerous Federal and state regulations exist that address issues and
concerns related to biological resources. Federal regulations include, but
are not limited to, the Endangered Species Act, the Marine Mammal
Protection Act, and the CWA. Federal and state regulatory standards
and guidelines have been applied in determining the potential impacts
associated with the Proposed Action. In addition, as part of the EIS
process, the NMD program has been consulting with the USFWS and
NMFS (see section 9.0 and appendix D). The following criteria were
used to identify potential impacts:

m  The number or amount of the resource that could be impacted
relative to its occurrence at the project sites

m The sensitivity of the resource to proposed activities
m The duration of the impact

Impacts are considered if they have the potential to:

m Result in reduction of the population size of Federally listed
threatened or endangered species

m Degrade biologically important, critical, or unique habitats
m Result in substantial long-term loss of vegetation
m Reduce the capacity of a habitat to support wildlife

Ground disturbance, habitat loss, noise from demolition and construction,
and an increase in personnel during construction and operation of a new
GBI field at any of the alternatives in Alaska or North Dakota could result
in impacts to biological resources present in the area. All utilities would
be underground, and no towers are associated with the proposed GBI
field. Ground disturbance would result in removal of vegetation and small
areas of wetlands at some locations and a reduction in available habitat.
The majority of the proposed sites provide only limited habitat for wildlife
due to fencing and mowing. Ground disturbance and other construction
activities may also potentially result in the displacement or death of less
mobile, burrowing species of wildlife if burrows are crushed or filled.
Although there are currently no plans that would affect inland
anadromous fish, the NMFS recommends that cables crossing
anadromous streams should be directionally bored, with no surface
disturbance within 30 meters (100 feet) of ordinary high water on each
side of the stream (National Marine Fisheries Service, 1999—Comments
received by EDAW, Inc. regarding the NMD Deployment Draft EIS).

Wetlands can be impacted both directly and indirectly. Direct impacts
can result from filling, dredging, or flooding. Indirect impacts can be
caused by disturbance to adjacent land that results in degradation of
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water quality from chemical or sedimentary runoff. Wetlands will be
avoided when possible. Disturbance to wetlands would be minimized by
using appropriate techniques to control runoff and other Best
Management Practices such as stabilizing fill slopes from erosion and the
use of hay bales to filter sediment from storm water runoff from
construction sites.

Typical noise levels at 15 meters (50 feet) from construction equipment
range from 70 dBA to 95 dBA. Since the proposed locations are in
predominately rural settings, the average background noise levels are 55
dBA. The combination of increased noise levels and human activity
would likely displace some small mammals and birds that forage, feed,
nest, or have dens within this 15-meter (50-foot) radius. Although
flushing would slightly increase individual energy expenditure,
construction is not expected to have a significant effect on wildlife since
sufficient foraging and feeding habitat occurs in adjacent areas. Some
wildlife may leave the area permanently, while others may likely become
accustomed to the increased noise and human presence. The presence
of personnel may cause wildlife to avoid the area, at least temporarily,
but would therefore further reduce the potential for impacts from
elevated noise levels. The level of impact to listed species in areas
proposed for the GBI field is expected to be minimal since these species
are not known to regularly occur within the construction ROl and thus are
not anticipated to experience noise levels from construction of sufficient
magnitude to cause disturbance.

During operation, the GBI field would be dormant except for occasional
building maintenance activities (painting, building repair, landscaping).
Only minor, short-term impacts to wildlife, such as startling, are
anticipated as a result of these activities. Security lighting could
potentially attract wildlife to the project areas; however, any impacts,
such as startling when personnel are in the area, would be minimal.

43.1.2.1 Alaska Installations
43.1.2.1.1 Clear AFS—Biological Resources

Clear AFS has been selected as a potential location for GBI deployment.
This would require grading 243 hectares (600 acres), less than 5 percent
of the total acreage on the station, for construction of a GBI field, and
construction of a new access road and utility corridors (figure 2.4.1-1).

Vegetation

Construction. Approximately 182 hectares (450 acres) of aspen-birch

forest, 20 hectares (50 acres) of aspen-black spruce forest, and possibly
up to 20 hectares (50 acres) of gravel barrens habitat would be removed
during construction of the Alternative A GBI field. This area represents a
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small portion of the total vegetation available on-base. Although gravel
barrens can possess unique plants, there is no evidence that they provide
critical habitat for wildlife (Clear AS, 1996—-Biodiversity Survey of Clear
AS, Alaska). Construction would remove less than 5 percent of the total
gravel barrens located on the station.

Approximately 107 hectares (265 acres) of aspen-black spruce forest,
105 hectares (260 acres) of black spruce forest and woodland, and 30
hectares (75 acres) of aspen-birch forest could be removed during
construction of the GBI field at Site B. This area also represents a small
portion of the total vegetation available on-base.

Operation. No impacts to vegetation are anticipated during operation of
the GBI field.

Wildlife

Construction. Construction activities could potentially remove vegetation
used by migratory or other nesting birds. However, less than 5 percent
of the total vegetation available on-base would be removed.

Wildlife in the immediate area (moose, bears, lynx, and migrating and
resident birds such as the olive-sided flycatcher, northern goshawk, and
harlequin duck) could be startled by construction noise and possibly avoid
or leave the area during construction. In addition, some less mobile
species may be lost because of the reduction of habitat as a result of the
NMD program. No major wildlife corridors would be disturbed. The
Nenana River, a designated anadromous fish stream west of the
proposed GBI sites, would not be impacted by construction or operation
activities.

Operation. During operation, the GBI field would be dormant except for
occasional maintenance activities. Only minor, short-term impacts to
wildlife, such as startling during periods when personnel are in the area,
are anticipated as a result of these activities. While security lighting
could potentially attract wildlife to the project areas, adverse impacts
would be minimal.

Threatened and Endangered Species

Construction. No Federal or state listed threatened or endangered plant
or wildlife species or critical habitat has been identified at Clear AFS.
Protected bird species and the peregrine falcon, which was recently
delisted but will continue to be monitored, may migrate through the area,
and therefore could potentially be disturbed by construction-related noise.
However, this unlikely disturbance would be short-term and is not
expected to alter migration patterns.
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Operation. During operation, the GBI field would be dormant except for
occasional maintenance activities. Only minor, short-term impacts to
wildlife, such as startling during periods when personnel are in the area,
are anticipated as a result of these activities. While security lighting
could potentially attract sensitive wildlife to the project areas, adverse
impacts would be minimal.

Sensitive Habitat

Construction. Construction activities could cause impacts to
approximately 2.7 hectares (6.6 acres) of wetlands if Site A is selected
or 55 hectares (135 acres) of wetlands if Site B is chosen. These
wetlands do provide habitat for several state species of concern such as
the olive-sided flycatcher, gray-cheeked thrush, Townsend’s warbler, and
blackpoll warbler. Actual siting of the GBI field could reduce impacts by
avoiding wetlands where practicable. Another small area (0.4 hectare [1
acre]) of wetlands would be impacted by construction of the
housing/administrative facilities. The wetlands could potentially be
affected by the project through filling, draining, trenching, and other
general construction activities. Because wetlands generally provide
wildlife habitat, any significant changes to the wetlands would likely
result in subsequent impacts on wildlife in the area. Wetlands associated
with the Nenana River are located west of the site and would not be
affected by program activities.

As mentioned above, wetlands would be avoided to the extent
practicable. Best Management Practices such as stabilizing fill slopes
from erosion and the use of hay bales to filter sediment from storm water
runoff would be implemented. Section 404 permits and state 401 water
quality certification will be obtained after actual siting of the GBI field and
before any discharge of fill material (McConnell, 1999—Comments
received by EDAW, Inc. regarding the Coordinating Draft NMD
Deployment DEIS). The Alaska water quality certification would declare
that any discharge to navigable waters would comply with applicable
provisions of the Clean Water Act, including water quality standards.
Compliance with the required wetlands permits would also work to
minimize impacts. Maintenance of wetland quality and value would be
coordinated with applicable agencies. The permitting process would
entail review of proposed activities and possible mitigations by all
interested parties and applicable agencies.

Operation. No impacts to sensitive habitat are anticipated during
operation of the GBI field.

Cumulative Impacts

Cumulative impacts would result from increased activity during
construction and loss of habitat at the proposed site. Additional similar
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habitat in the region would minimize these impacts. Although the BMC2
element could be deployed within the same area as the GBI site, no
additional cumulative impacts would be expected. According to a
USFWS report (Dahl, 1990—Wetlands Losses in the United States) on
wetland losses in the United States, wetlands are disappearing at a rapid
rate, even though measures to stem the losses are being developed and
implemented. Wetland habitat, in the country as a whole, has been
destroyed mainly by agricultural drainage and flood control. Road
construction, expansions of cities, industrial sites, and resorts also have
contributed to the reduction of wetlands. The Conterminous United
States has lost an estimated 53 percent of its original wetlands over the
past 200 years (Dahl, 1990—Wetlands Losses in the United States).
Approximately 45 percent of Alaska’s surface area is wetlands and it is
the only state where wetlands have not been substantially reduced
(approximately 1 percent) (Dahl, 1990—Wetlands Losses in the United
States). An estimated 69 million hectares (170 million acres) of wetlands
remain in Alaska (Dahl, 1990—Wetlands Losses in the United States).
Filling in up to 2.7 hectares (6.6 acres) of wetlands at Site B would
reduce the amount of wetlands on Clear AFS by 0.06 percent. Filling in
up to 55 hectares (135 acres) of wetlands (Site A) would reduce the
amount of wetlands by approximately 12 percent at the base. However,
construction on either site would contribute only slightly to the
cumulative reduction of wetlands in the region and state.

No other future programs that could contribute to cumulative biological
resource impacts have been identified at Clear AFS or within the region.

Mitigation Measures

The permitting process will be conducted in accordance with the U.S.
EPA’s guidelines for evaluating Section 404 permitting applications found
in Section 404 (b)(1) of the Clean Water Act. Section 401 water quality
certification provided by the State of Alaska could include effluent and
other limitations as well as monitoring requirements. Mitigation measures
would be developed during the permitting process once a site has been
selected. Agency-recommended mitigations would take into account the
size and quality of the wetlands involved. Mitigations for wetlands could
include (1) avoidance of direct and indirect disturbance of wetlands
through facility redesign; (2) on-base (if possible) replacement of any
wetlands lost at a ratio determined through consultation with the U.S.
Army Corps of Engineers; (3) restoration/enhancement of wetland habitat
elsewhere on the base or purchase and fencing of any off-base
replacement habitat; and (4) monitoring (until habitat becomes wvell
established) of any replacement wetlands as required to determine the
effectiveness of replacement and any remedial measures. Avoidance of
impacts, where practicable, represents the lowest cost mitigation and
can be accomplished in a shorter time frame than wetland replacement.
Because the creation or development of wetlands represents a substantial
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financial investment, and the process may take several years to
complete, this option is often reserved for wetland mitigation of high
quality or for sizable area of affected wetlands. The probability of
success that a newly created wetland would survive and flourish could
vary, which sometimes makes this option less desirable than wetland
restoration or avoidance.

Avoiding disturbance to the wetlands could include controlling runoff
from construction and operation sites into the wetland through use of
berms, silt curtains, straw bales, and other appropriate techniques.
Equipment should be washed in areas where wastewater can be
contained and treated or evaporated.

43.1.2.1.2 Fort Greely—Biological Resources

Fort Greely has been selected as a potential location for GBI deployment.
Construction of a GBI field would require grading 243 hectares (600
acres), including new access roads and utility upgrades.

Vegetation

Construction. The proposed area for construction of a GBI field has been
disturbed by past and present training missions. The vegetation at the
proposed site was burned in a 1999 wildfire. The GBI field would be sited
in an area that was once composed of mixed forest and deciduous/high
brush, which represents a small percentage of the total vegetation on Fort
Greely. The areas where roads would be upgraded or constructed are also
composed of mixed forest and deciduous high brush. No sensitive
vegetation species have been identified within the proposed project areas.

Operation. No impacts to vegetation are anticipated during operation of
the GBI field.

Wildlife

Construction. Resident wildlife is limited to small rodents, bats, and
songbirds. Little information is available on the effects of military activity
on moose. When disturbed by civilian aircraft, they exhibit startle
reactions and increase their walking speed. Sensitive periods are winter,
and rutting and calving seasons. Young would be vulnerable to predators
if adults are startled and temporarily leave them.

Brown/grizzly and black bears concentrate along Buchanan Creek, East
Fork Little Delta River, and Delta Creek to Dinosaur Ridge, which are
outside the area that could be affected by construction noise. The
southern portion of West Training Area, a breeding and cub-rearing site,
would not be affected by the proposed activities. Dall sheep in the
southern portion of Fort Greely West Training Area are outside the area
that could potentially be affected by construction noise and would also
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not be affected by the proposed activities. Delta caribou have become
habituated to a wide range of military disturbance. Most are located in
the southern portion of West Training Area and would not be affected by
proposed activities. There is a minimum disturbance period of mid
February to early September for bison on the West Training Area. (U.S.
Department of the Army, 1999—Alaska Army Lands Withdrawal Renewal
Final Legislative EIS)

Noise rather than the sight of machines appears to cause disturbance to
wildlife. Wildlife in the immediate area (moose, bison, caribou, lynx, and
migrating and resident birds such as the olive-sided flycatcher, northern
goshawk, and harlequin duck) could be startled by construction noise and
possibly avoid or leave the area during construction. Despite additional
similar habitat in the region, displaced wildlife may be lost. Vegetation
removal during nesting seasons could also impact migratory or other
nesting birds. Very little wildlife habitat remains in the proposed
construction areas. Unique or sensitive wildlife habitat is to the west and
southwest of the area proposed for use by the NMD program. The
disturbance is not expected to alter migration patterns or wildlife
corridors.

There are no designated anadromous streams near the proposed GBI site
that would be impacted. Given the flat terrain and little rainfall in the
region, runoff would not disturb any local water bodies.

Operation. Impacts from operation of the GBI would be similar to those
discussed in section 4.3.1.2.1.1.

Threatened and Endangered Species

Construction. No Federal or state listed threatened or endangered
species have been identified at Fort Greely. Protected bird species and
the peregrine falcon, which was recently delisted but will continue to be
monitored, migrate through the area during the spring and fall migration
periods, and therefore could potentially be disturbed by construction-
related noise. However, there have been no confirmed sightings within
16 kilometers (10 miles) of Fort Greely. (U.S. Department of the Army,
1997—Preliminary Draft EA for the Disposal and Reuse of Surplus
Property at Fort Greely)

Operation. Impacts from operation of the GBI would be similar to those
discussed in section 4.3.1.2.1.1.

Sensitive Habitat

Construction. No wetlands are located within the area proposed for use
as part of the NMD program on Fort Greely. The nearest wetland is
approximately 563 meters (1,848 feet) from the southeastern corner of
the proposed site. This wetland consists of a palustrine shrub wetland
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and was assessed as having a low value; no impacts to this wetland area
would be anticipated to occur as part of the GBI deployment.

Operation. No impacts to sensitive habitat are anticipated during
operation of the GBI field.

Cumulative Impacts

Cumulative impacts would include increased activity during construction
and the loss of a small amount of habitat at the proposed site. Although
the BMC2 element could be deployed within the same area as the GBI
site, no additional cumulative impacts would be expected. Given the
small amount of loss of wildlife habitat in the region of Fort Greely from
past and current development, the small additional loss of habitat from
the proposed NMD program would not result in a significant cumulative
reduction in habitat. Cumulative effects from other proposed activities
were considered minimal in the EA to Construct Munitions Storage
Facility Cold Regions Test Center, Bolio Lake (U.S. Department of the
Army, 1997) due to the small size of the projects when compared to the
vast amount of undeveloped land in the area.

Mitigation Measures
No mitigation measures would be required.

43.1.2.1.3 Yukon Training Area (Fort Wainwright)/Eielson AFB—
Biological Resources

The Yukon Training Area has been selected as a potential location for GBI
deployment. Construction of a GBI field would require grading 243
hectares (600 acres).

Vegetation

Construction. The proposed GBI field would be located along the top of
a low-lying hill that is relatively densely forested (Baxter, 1999—
Comments received by EDAW, Inc., regarding the NMD Deployment
Coordinating Draft DEIS). This area represents less than 1 percent of the
total forested area on-base. No sensitive vegetation has been identified
within the Yukon Training Area.

Operation. No impacts to vegetation are anticipated during operation of
the GBI field.

Wwildlife

Construction. Wildlife in the immediate area (moose, bears, lynx, and
migrating and resident birds such as the olive-sided flycatcher, northern
goshawk, and harlequin duck) could be startled by construction noise and
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possibly avoid or leave the area during construction. Impacts would be
the same as those discussed for Fort Greely. No anadromous fish
streams are near the proposed GBI site.

Operation. Impacts from operation of the GBI would be similar to those
discussed in section 4.3.1.2.1.1.

Threatened and Endangered Species

Construction. No Federal or state listed threatened or endangered
species have been observed at the Yukon Training Area. However, the
recently delisted peregrine falcon may travel through the area, and
therefore could potentially be disturbed by construction-related noise.
This unlikely disturbance would be short-term and is not expected to
disrupt nesting or alter migration patterns.

Operation. Impacts from operation of the GBI would be similar to those
discussed in section 4.3.1.2.1.1.

Sensitive Habitat

Construction. Construction activities could cause impacts to
approximately 46 hectares (113 acres) of wetlands considered as having
low value (U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, 1999—Wetland Delineation
and Site Characterization for Military Sites, Alaska, Area 4—Fort
Wainwright). The wetlands do, however, provide habitat for several
state species of concern, such as the olive-sided flycatcher, gray-cheeked
thrush, Townsend’s warbler, and blackpoll warbler. Actual siting of the
GBI could reduce the impacts by avoiding the wetlands. These wetlands
could potentially be affected by the project through filling, draining,
trenching, and other general construction activities. Because wetlands
generally provide wildlife habitat, any significant changes to these
wetlands would likely result in subsequent impacts on wildlife of the
area.

Wetlands would be avoided to the extent practicable. Best Management
Practices such as stabilizing fill slopes from erosion and the use of hay
bales to filter sediment from storm water runoff would be implemented.
Section 404 permits and state 401 water quality certification will be
obtained if actual siting of the GBI field determines that wetlands would
be affected and before any discharge of fill material (McConnell, 1999—
Comments received by EDAW, Inc., regarding the NMD Deployment
Coordinating Draft DEIS). The Alaska water quality certification would
declare that any discharge would comply with applicable provisions of
the Clean Water Act, including water quality standards. Compliance with
the required wetlands permits would also work to minimize impacts.
Maintenance of wetland quality and value would be coordinated with
applicable agencies. The permitting process would entail review of
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proposed activities and possible mitigations by all interested parties and
applicable agencies.

Operation. No impacts to sensitive habitat are anticipated during
operation of the GBI field.

Cumulative Impacts

Anticipated projects in the region combined with proposed NMD activities
would result in cumulative impacts such as increased activity during
construction and loss of habitat at the proposed site. Given the small
amount of loss to wildlife habitat on the Yukon Training Area from past
and current development, the small additional loss of habitat from the
proposed NMD program would not result in a significant cumulative
reduction in overall habitat. Although the BMC2 element could be
deployed within the same area as the GBI site, no additional cumulative
impacts would be expected. Filling in up to 46 hectares (113 acres) of
wetlands at the Yukon Training Area would only contribute slightly to
cumulative reduction of wetlands in the state, as addressed under Clear
AFS.

Mitigation Measures

Mitigation measures would be similar to those described for Clear AFS.
4.3.1.2.2 North Dakota Installations

43.1.2.2.1 Grand Forks AFB—Biological Resources